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PLANT  PEST  CONTROL  DIVISON 

NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  FEDERAL  INSECTICIDE, 
FUNGICIDE,  AND  RODENTICIDE  ACT 

Nos.  271-300 


The  following  notices  of  judgment  relate  to  cases  arising  in  the  United  States 
District  Courts  and  are  approved  for  publication  as  provided  in  section  6  of  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  (7  U.S.C.  135d). 

M.  R.  Clarkson, 
Acting  Administrator ,  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

Washington     D.C.,    June    22,    1960. 

271.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "EASY  GLAMUR."  U.S.  v.  71 
8-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  71  16-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  71 
32-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  23  V2-gallon  containers,  more  or  less, 
and  3  1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "EASY  GLAMUR."  Default 
decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  310. 
I.D.  No.  34544.) 

The  product  "EASY  GLAMUR"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insec- 
ticide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  It  was  misbranded  in  that  its  label 
did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement.  It  was  further  misbranded  in  that  its 
labeling  bore  false  and  misleading  statements. 

On  June  3, 1958,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Wisconsin, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  71  8- 
ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  71  16-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  71  32-ounce 
containers,  more  or  less,  23  ^-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  and  3  1-gallon  containers, 
more  or  less,  of  "EASY  GLAMUR"  at  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  alleging  that  the  product 
was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  May  1, 
1958  by  Glamur  Products,  Inc.,  from  Syracuse,  N.Y.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  under  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  label  borne  by  the 
product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of 
each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  in- 
gredients, or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and 
each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each 
present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients. 
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It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  its  labeling  stated 
in  part: 


(Leaflet 
H205R358) 


"NEW  easy  glamur  WITH  COROBEX 

*     *     * 

DESTROYS  GERMS  FOR  3  WHOLE 

MONTHS! 

Creates  a  Halo  Of  Protection  That  Destroys  New 

Bacteria  Tracked  Into  The  Home! 


Approved  by  U.S.  Government  and  independent 
scientific  Laboratories. 


(Leaflet 

Mat  No.  A-2-58) 


Destroys  Germs  For  3  Whole  Months! 


(Leaflet 

Mat  No.  A-l-58) 


DESTROYS  GERMS  FOR  3  MONTHS! 


(Leaflet 

Mat  No.  A-3-58) 


Germs  Destroyed  For  3  Whole  Months 
*     *     * 
Destroys   germs   as   it   spotlessly    cleans   carpets, 
chairs,  sofas 


(Unnumbered 
Leaflet) 


Guaranteed  germ-destroying  action 

*  *     * 
so  safe,  sure  and  germ-free. 

*  *     # 
thoroughly  destroys  germs. 

*  *     * 

New   germ-destroying   properties    fight   air-borne 

germs 

*  *     * 

new  Easy  Glamur  with  Corobex  cleans  rugs  and 
upholstery,  keeps  them  as  germ-free  as  a  freshly 
scrubbed  floor. 


germ-free  protection 


the  safest,  the  finest  and  the  most  effective  germ- 
destroyer 

*  *     * 

destroys  germs 

*  *     * 

Guaranteed  Germ  Free 
It  guarantees  to  keep  on  destroying  germs  that 
touch  rugs  and  upholstery  for  3  long  months 

Yes,  three  months  of  germ-free,  care-free  protec- 
tion 

*  *     * 
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Microscopic  research  proves  germs  are  destroyed 
by  Easy  Glamur  with  Corobex. 

*  *     * 

Only  Easy  Glamur  with  Corobex  destroys  these 
germs  as  it  lifts  out  deep-down  dirt  .  .  .  destroys 
germs  that  fall  on  rugs  cleaned  with  Easy  Glamur 
for  3  long  months  afterward! 

*  *     * 
destroys  germs  on  application   .   .   . 

*  *      * 

guarantees  to  keep  upholstered  furniture  germ-free 
for  three  months.  Make  sure  your  furniture  is 
completely  free  of  germs  this  easy  way. 

*  *     * 

whisks  away  dirt  and  germs  from  every  chair  and 
sofa. 

*  *     * 

fresh,  germ-free,  safe  for  babies,  toddlers,  growing 
families ! 

*  *     * 

(Reproduction    of    Syracuse  "*     *     * 

Herald-Journal,     Tuesday  The   product's   germ-destroying   properties 

January  14,  1958  advertise-  *     *     * 

ment)  'Corobex'  is  actively  antiseptic,  self-sterilizing  in 

effect, 

*  *     * " 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  (1) 
that  the  product  had  been  approved  by  United  States  Government  laboratories 
and  (2)  that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  (a)  would  destroy  germs  and 
bacteria  on  application,  (b)  would  destroy  bacteria  tracked  into  the  home,  (c) 
would  keep  rugs,  upholstery,  and  other  articles  germ-free  for  three  months,  and 
(d)  would  be  self -sterilizing,  whereas,  (1)  the  product  had  not  been  approved  by  the 
United  States  Government  laboratories  and  (2)  the  product,  when  used  as  directed, 
(a)  would  not  destroy  germs  or  bacteria,  (b)  would  not  destroy  bacteria  tracked 
into  the  home,  (c)  would  not  keep  rugs,  upholstery,  or  other  articles  germ-free  for 
three  months,  or  (d)  would  not  be  self-sterilizing. 

On  June  24,  1958,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy  the 
product. 

272.  Lack  of  registration,  lack  of  required  information  on  labels,  and  misbranding 
of  "iy2%  DIELDRIN  GRANULES  *  *  706010"  U.S.  v.  190  50-pound 
bags,  more  or  less  of  "iy2%  DIELDRIN  GRANULES  *  *  706010." 
Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  of  the  product  under  bond 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  product  into  compliance  with  the  act.  (I.F.  & 
R.  No.  311.  I.D.  No.  34499.) 

The  product  "1}£%  DIELDRIN  GRANULES  *  *  706010"  was  not  registered 
under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  It  was  mis- 
branded  in  that  its  label  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement,  directions  for  use,  and 
an  adequate  warning  or  caution  statement. 

On  June  7,  1958,  the  United  States  District  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Connect- 
icut, acting  upon  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court,  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
190  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "!}{%  DIELDRIN  GRANULES  *  *  706010" 
at  Hartford,  Conn.,  alleging  the  product  was  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate  by  Triangle  Chemical  Company  on  or  about  June  6,  1957 
from  Macon,  Georgia  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  label  borne  by  the 
product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of 
each  of  the  active   ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
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ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and 
each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  decending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each 
present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  its  accompanying 
labeling  did  not  contain  directions  for  use,  which  are  necessary  and,  if  complied 
with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  a  warning  or  caution  statement  which  may 
be  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  to  prevent  injury  to  living  man 
and  other  vertebrate  animals. 

Cadwell  &  Jones,  Inc.,  Hartford,  Conn,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product  and 
requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance  with 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  July  3,  1958,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
Court  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

273.  Lack  of  registration  of  "PYRENONE  NON-TOXIC  INSECTICIDE  FOR 
USE  IN  FOOD  PROCESSING  PLANTS."  U.S.  v.  776  15-ounce  con- 
tainers, more  or  less,  of  "PYRENONE  NON-TOXIC  INSECTICIDE 
FOR  USE  IN  FOOD  PROCESSING  PLANTS."  Consent  decree  of 
condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  I.F.  &  R.  No.  312.  I.D.  No. 
34761.) 

The  product  "PYRENONE  NON-TOXIC  INSECTICIDE  FOR  USE  IN 
FOOD  PROCESSING  PLANTS"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecti- 
cide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  June  12,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Cali- 
fornia, Northern  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation 
and  confiscation  of  776  15-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "PYrRENONE  NON- 
TOXIC INSECTICIDE  FOR  USE  IN  FOOD  PROCESSING  PLANTS"  at 
Sacramento,  Calif.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate  on  or  about  January  22,  1958  by  the  Aerosol  Corp.,  of  the 
South  from  Memphis,  Tenn.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

The  California  Division  of  Highways,  State  of  California,  claimed  ownership 
of  the  product  and  requested  its  release  under  bond  for  purpose  of  bringing  it 
into  compliance  with  the  act.  On  August  7,  1959,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  Court  that  the  product  be  released  to 
the  claimant. 

No.  274.  Lack  of  registration  of  "INSECTICIDE  PLANT  FOOD  MIX  WITH  0.4% 
ALDRIN."  U.S.  v.  125  80-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "INSECTI- 
CIDE PLANT  FOOD  MIX  WITH  0.4%  ALDRIN."  Consent  decree 
of  condemnation.     (I.F.&  R.  No.  315.  I.D.  No.  34973.) 

The  product  "INSECTICIDE  PLANT  FOOD  MIX  WITH  0.4%  ALDRIN" 
was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  June  27,  1958  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Delaware,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District 
Court,  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  125  80-pound 
bags,  more  or  less,  of  "INSECTICIDE  PLANT  FOOD  MIX  WITH  0.4%  AL- 
DRIN" at  Bridgeville,  Del.,  alleging  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which 
had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  April  25,  1958  by  Dorchester  Fertili- 
zer Co.,  from  Cambridge,  Md.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  under  section  4  of  the  act. 

Subsequent  to  seizure,  the  product  was  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  the  Dorchester  Fertilizer  Co.,  claimed 
ownership  of  the  product. 

On  August  28,  1958  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  the 
product  was  realeased  to  the  claimant. 
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No.  275.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "1  V2%  of  B.HC."  U.S.  v.  200  50- 
pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "iy2%  B.HC."  Consent  decree  of  con- 
demnation.    (I.F.  &  R.  No.  317.  I.D.  No.  35233.) 

The  product  "llA%  B.HC"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  It  was  misbranded  in  that  its  labeling  did  not 
bear  an  ingredient  statement,  directions  for  use,  and  a  warning  or  caution  state- 
ment. 

On  July  16,  1958,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Florida, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court,  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  200  50- 
pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "1J4%  B.HC"  at  Jacksonville,  Fla.,  alleging  the  pro- 
duct was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about 
April  2,  1958  from  Waynesboro,  Ga.,  by  Atlas  Agricultural  Chemicals,  Inc.,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
and  that  the  label  borne  by  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving 
the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of 
each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the 
percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labeling  accompanying  the  product  did  not  contain  direc- 
tions for  use  which  are  necessary,  and  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  public. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  label  for  the  product  did  not  bear  a  warning  or  caution  state- 
ment which  is  necessary,  and  if  complied  with,  adequate  to  prevent  injury  to 
living  man  and  other  vertebrate  animals. 

The  Florida  State  Board  of  Health  claimed  ownership  of  the  product.  On 
September  8,  1958  a  judgment  was  entered  condemning  the  product  under  seizure, 
and  ordering  that  it  be  released  to  the  Florida  State  Board  of  Health  for  use  only 
in  official  programs  of  the  Florida  State  Board  of  Health  by  trained  personnel 
of  the  said  Board,  or  associated  mosquito  control  districts,  and  that  said  product 
would  not  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Fed- 
eral Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  or  the  laws  of  any  state  or  terri- 
tory. 

276.  Lack  of  registration,  misbranding,  and  lack  of  required  information  on  labels 
of  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES  PINE,"  "CLIEN-ODOR 
MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES  ODORA,"  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE 
BLOCKETTES  CEDAR,"  and  lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of 
"CLOROBEN,"  and  "LIEN  592  WASTE  TREATMENT."  U.S.  v.  18  con- 
tainers, more  or  less,  of  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES 
PINE";  18  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE 
BLOCKETTES  ODORA;"  18  containers,  more  or  less  of  "CLIEN-ODOR 
MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES  CEDAR";  11  one-gallon  containers,  more 
or  less,  of  "CLOROBEN";  and  11  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less, 
of  "LIEN  592  WASTE  TREATMENT."  Default  decree  of  condem- 
nation, forfeiture  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  313.  I.D.  Nos. 
34547,  34549,  34554,  34560,  34561.) 

The  products  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES  PINE," 
"CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES  CEDAR"  and  "CLIEN- 
ODOR  MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES  CEDAR"  were  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  the  labels  borne  by 
them  did  not  bear  statements  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents,  or  in- 
gredient statements.  The  products  "CLOROBEN"  and  "LIEN  592  WASTE 
TREATMENT"  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide, 
and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  their  labels  did  not  bear  ingredient  statements. 

On  June  17,  1958,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Wis- 
consin, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court,  a  libel  praving  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  18  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES 
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PINE";  18  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE  BLOCK- 
ETTES  ODORA";  18  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE 
BLOCKETTES  CEDAR";  11  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  CLORO- 
BEN";and  11  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "LIEN  592  WASTE  TREAT- 
MENT" at  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic 
poisons  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  May  1,  1958,  April 
23,  1958,  February  27,  1958,  August  15,  1958,  and  March  27,  1958,  by  Lien  Chem- 
ical Company,  from  Franklin  Park,  111.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  under  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  their  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percent- 
age of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each 
of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the 
percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percent- 
age of  the  inert  ingredients. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  products  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE 
PINE,"  "CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES  ODORA,"  and 
"CLIEN-ODOR  MINIATURE  BLOCKETTES  CEDAR"  did  not  bear  state- 
ments of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents. 

On  July  9,  1958,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  forfeiture  and  con- 
demnation was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  products. 

277.  Lack    of   registration   and    misbranding    of   "INTERWOVEN    SANITARY 

SOCKS."  U.S.  v.  3934  dozen,  more  or  less,  of  "INTERWOVEN  SAN- 
ITARY SOCKS."  Default  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under 
bond  for  purpose  of  removing  the  product  from  under  jurisdiction  of  the 
act.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  319.  I.D.  No.  35016.) 

The  product  "INTERWOVEN  SANITARY  SOCKS"  was  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  an  examination  of 
the  product  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  is  required  by  the  act. 

On  September  18,  1958,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Mary- 
land, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
39%  dozen,  more  or  less,  of  "INTERWOVEN  SANITARY  SOCKS,"  at  Balti- 
more, Md.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate,  on  or  about  August  20,  1958,  by  Interwoven  Stocking  Com- 
pany, from  Martinsburg,  W.  Va.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  Section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  with  the  meaning  of  the  act  in 
that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient 
statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  to- 
gether with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  state- 
ment giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together 
with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

Interwoven  Stocking  Co.  claimed  ownership  of  the  product,  requesting  its  re- 
lease under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  product  from  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  Febru- 
ary 26,  1959,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
Court  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

278.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "CREME-COTE."     U.S.  v.  91  1- 

gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  95  5-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  7  15- 
gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  12  30-gallon  containers,  more  or  less  and 
9  55-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CREME-COTE."  Consent  de- 
cree of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  321.  I.D. 
No.  34645.) 

The  product  "CREME-COTE"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insec- 
tide,  Fungicide,,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product  showed 
that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers   did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement. 


271-300]  NOTICES    OF    JUDGMENT  213 

The  product  was  misbranded  in  that  its  labeling  bore  claims  that  were  false  and 
misleading. 

On  November  12,  1958,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  Western  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court,  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation 
and  confiscation  of  91  1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less  95  5-gallon  containers, 
more  or  less,  7  15-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  12  30-gallon  containers, 
more  cr  'ess  and  9  55-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CREME-COTE"  at 
Rockford,  111.,  and  Freeport,  111.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison 
which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  July  15,  1958  by  James 
Varley  &  Sons,  Inc.,  from  St  Louis,  Mo.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements: 
(Container 
Label)  "FABULOUS  EMULSION 

CREME-COTE 

2-PHASE  ACTION: 

CLEANER  FOR 

ALL  FLOORS 

'IT'S  ANTISEPTIC 

with 

HEXACHLOROPHENE 
U.S.P.  SPECIFICATION 

*  *  * 
HOW  TO  USE 

CREME-COTE  SOLUTIONS 

ASPHALT   TILE,   LINOLEUM,    PLASTIC   AND   RUBBER 

FLOORING SOLUTION   C 

VINYL  AND  CORK SOLUTION   B 

TILE,  TERRAZZO  AND   MARBLE SOLUTION   B 

WOOD  FLOORS SOLUTION  D 

GYMNASIUM  FLOORS SOLUTION  D 

PAINTED  WALLS  AND  FLOORS SOLUTION   A 

FURNITURE  AND  WOODWORK SOLUTION   A 

LEATHER  AND  PLASTIC  UPHOLSTERY SOLUTION   B 

AIRCRAFT SOLUTION   C 

VENETIAN  BLINDS SOLUTION   C 

STAINLESS  STEEL SOLUTION  D 

PORCELAIN  SURFACES  AND  ALL  HARD  TILES SOLUTION   C 

ALUMINUM  AND  CHROMIUM SOLUTION   C 

FOR    GENERAL    MAINTENANCE    AND    DAILY    ROU- 
TINE DAMP  MOPPING  OF  ALL  TYPES  OF  FLOORS.  SOLUTION   A 

*  *  * 

HOW  TO  MAKE 
CREME-COTE  SOLUTIONS 

A.  Mix  1  part  CREME-COTE  with  100  parts  water.     Approximately  2  oz.  to 
a  gallon  of  water.      Approximately  a  cupful  to  a  pail  of  water. 

B.  Mix  1  part  CREME-COTE  with  50  parts  water.     Approximately  4  oz.  to  a 
gallon  of  water.      Approximately  a  cup  and  a  half  to  a  pail  of  water. 

C.  Mix  1  part  CREME-COTE  with  30  parts  water.     Approximately  6  oz.  to  a 
gallon  of  water.     Approximately  2  cupfuls  to  a  pail  of  water. 

D.  Mix  1  part  CREME-COTE  with  15  parts  water.     Approximately  8  oz.  with 
a  gallon  of  water.     Approximately  a  pint  to  a  pail  of  water. 

Whenever  possible  use  hot  or  warm  water  for  making  solutions  for  faster  clean- 
ing action. 

NO  SOAP  SCUM 

AN  APPROVED  ALL  PURPOSE  ANTISEPTIC  CLEANER  WHICH  CAN 
BE   USED   SAFELY   ON   ANY   SURFACE   NOT   HARMED   BY   WATER. 
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(Placard  "CREME-COTE 

Labeling)  DILUTION  CHART 

CREME-COTE  is  a  revolutionary  new  type  emulsion  cleaner.  It  is  superpower- 
ful,  extra  safe  and  contains  protective  hexachlorophene.  Follow  directions  care- 
fully for  best  results.  Regular  use  of  CREME-COTE  assures  spotlessly  clean, 
antiseptically  clean,  odorless  premises. 

now  to  use 
creme-cote  solutions 

asphalt  tile,  linoleum,  plastic  and  rubber 

flooring solution  c 

vinyl  and  cork solution  b 

tile,  terrazzo  and  marble solution  b 

wood  floors solution  d 

gymnasium  floors solution  d 

painted  walls  and  floors solution  a 

furniture  and  woodwork solution  a 

leather  and  plastic  upholstery solution  b 

aircraft solution  c 

venetian  blinds solution  c 

stainless  steel solution  d 

porcelain  surfaces  and  all  hard  tiles solution  c 

Aluminum  and  chromium solution  c 

for  general  maintenance  and  daily  rou- 
tine damp  mopping  of  all  types  of  floors.  solution  a 

*  *  * 

HOW  TO  MAKE 

CREME-COTE  SOLUTIONS 

A.  Mix  1  part  of   CREME-COTE  with  100  parts  water.      Approximately  2  oz. 
to  a  gallon  of  water.     Approximately  a  cupful  to  a  pail  of  water. 

B.  Mix  1  part  CREME-COTE  with  50  parts  water.     Approximately  4  oz.  to  a 
gallon  of  water.     Approximately  a  cup  and  a  half  to  a  pail  of  water. 

C.  Mix  1  part  CREME-COTE  with  30  parts  water.     Approximately  6  oz.  to  a 
gallon  of  water.     Approximately  2  cupfuls  to  a  pail  of  water. 

D.  Mix  1  part  CREME-COTE  with  15  parts  water.     Approximately  8  oz.  with 
a  gallon  of  water.     Approximately  a  pint  to  a  pail  of  water. 

Whenever  possible  use  hot  or  warm  water  for  making  solutions  for  faster 
cleaning  action. 

NO  SOAP  SCUM 

AN  APPROVED  ALL  PURPOSE  ANTISEPTIC  CLEANER  WHICH  CAN 
BE   USED   SAFELY   ON   ANY   SURFACE   NOT   HARMED   BY   WATER. 
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(Carton  Containing  4  jugs  or  containers) 

"FABULOUS  EMULSION 

CREME-COTE 

2  PHASE  ACTION! 

CLEANER 

FOR  ALL  FLOORS 

'IT'S    ANTISEPTIC 

WITH  HEXACHLOROPHENE 

(U.S.P.  SPECIFICATIONS) 

*  *  * 
AND  NOW  A 

'BACTERIA  BARRIER' 
CREME-COTE  LEAVES  AN  INVISIBLE  MI- 
CROSCOPIC  'GERM-PROOF  SURFACE'   ON 
ANY     SURFACE     CLEANED— INCLUDING 
THE  SKIN! 

*  *  * 

For   Your   Protection 

These    Premises 

Are    Cleaned   Daily   With 

ANTISEPTIC  CREME-COTE 

(Leaflet  or   Folder   Labeling   "NEW!     ALL-PURPOSE   LIQUID   CLEANER! 

*  *  *"\ 

"ELIMINATES  ODORS  IN  CLEANS  AND  KEEPS  BATH- 

TOILETS  &  URINALS  KILLS  GERMS  TUBS   ANTI- 

.  .  .  SANITIZES  TOILET  AND  BACTERIA  SEPTICALLY 

SEATS  IN  THE  CLEAN 

SHOWER 
NEW!'  All-Purpose 
LIQUID  CLEANER! 
And  It's  Antiseptic  with  HEXACHLOROPHENE 

CREME-COTE  cleans,  deodorizes  and  sanitizes  in  one  operation.  Floors  have  to  be 
mopped  periodically — why  not  accomplish  the  deodorizing  and  sanitizing  in  the 
same  operation  and  give  your  guest  the  peace  of  mind  that  bath  room  and  fixtures 
are  free  of  germs  and  most  delightfully  scented.  Why  not  keep  ALL  your  prem- 
ises immaculately  clean  with  CREME-COTE.     It's  simple — it's  easy. 

FAST  ACTION!  *  *  * 

CREME-COTE  has  lightning-fast 
action  and  yet  is  absolutely  safe  to 
use  anywhere.     Protects  the  users 

hands  at  all  times  from  bacteria  in-     Most  bacteria  are  on  floors  and  fixtures — 
fection  and  prevents  chapping,  raw-     CREME-COTE  kills  them  all. 
ness  and  skin  irritations. 

(Folder  or  Leaflet  Labeling 
"FABULOUS     CREME-COTE  "FABULOUS  CREME-COTE 

*  *  *")  EMULSION  CLEANER 

plus 

HEXACHLOROPHENE 

U.S.P.     SPECIFICATION 

For  ALL  FLOORS 

'It's    Antiseptic' 


558184— 6C 
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CREME-COTE  BACTERIA  BARRIER 

CREME-COTE  actually  provides  the  cleaned  areas  with  an  'invisible  glove' 
exerting  definite  antiseptic  properties.  It  is  agreed  it  is  not  feasible  to  destroy  all 
the  bacteria  on  a  floor  surface  (because  more  will  be  tracked  in  by  normal  traffic) 
but  it  does  make  sense  to  destroy  the  germs  that  are  on  the  floor  during  the 
cleaning  process  and  which  find  their  way  into  the  mop  bucket  or  rinse  bucket.  In 
addition  an  invisible  microscopic  layer  of  hexachlorophene  is  left  on  the  floor  sur- 
face and  finds  its  way  into  the  pores  of  the  floor  to  exert  a  powerful  deodorizing 
and  germ  inhibiting  action.  Just  as  hexachlorophene  soaps  leave  your  skin  with 
a  protective  coating  so  does  CREME-COTE  leave  your  floors  and  painted  wall 
surfaces 

with  a 
"BACTERIA  BARRIER' 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  (1) 
that  the  product  was  an  approved  all  purpose  antiseptic  cleaner,  (2)  that  regular 
use  of  the  product  would  assure  antiseptically  clean  premises,  (3)  that  the  product 
that  the  product  would  kill  all  bacteria  on  floors  and  fixtures,  (4)  that  the  product 
would  provide  surfaces  with  a  bacteria  barrier  as  defined  in  its  labeling,  (5)  that 
the  product  would  protect  the  user's  hands  at  all  times  against  bacteria,  (6)  that 
the  product  would  sanitize  toilet  seats  and  floors,  (7)  that  the  product  would  kill 
germs  and  bacteria  in  the  shower  and  (8)  that  the  product  would  keep  bathtubs 
antiseptically  clean;  whereas,  (1)  the  product  was  not  an  approved  all  purpose 
antiseptic  cleaner,  (2)  the  regular  use  of  the  product  would  not  assure  antiseptically 
clean  premises,  (3)  the  product  would  not  kill  all  bacteria  on  floors  and  fixtures,  (4) 
the  product  would  not  provide  surfaces  with  a  bacteria  barrier  as  defined  in  its 
labeling,  (5)  the  product  would  not  protect  the  users's  hands  at  all  times  against 
bacteria,  (6)  theproduct  would  not  sanitize  toilet  seats  and  floors,  (7)  the  product 
would  not  kill  germs  and  bacteria  in  the  shower  and  (8)  the  product  would  not 
keep  bathtubs  antiseptically  clean. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  the  label  borne 
by  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  precent- 
age  of  each  of  the  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and 
each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each 
present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients. 

James  Varley  &  Sons,  Inc.,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product 
and  requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  product  into 
compliance  with  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  January  26,  1959,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  it  was 
ordered  by  the  Court  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

279.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "AEROSOL,  INSECTICIDE,  DDT, 
AND  ALLETHRIN."  U.S.  v.  435  cases,  more  or  less,  of  "AEROSOL,  IN- 
SECTICIDE, DDT  AND  ALLETHRIN."  Default  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  seized  product  be  released  to 
St.  Elizabeth's  Hospital,  Washington,  D.  C.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  308.  I.D.  No. 
35101.) 

The  product  "AEROSOL,  INSECTICIDE,  DDT  AND  ALLETHRIN"  was 

not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 
Upon  examination,  the  product  was  found  to  be  misbranded,  in  that  it  did  not 
comply  with  the  specification  claimed  for  it,  and  that  it  did  not  contain  an  ingred- 
ient claimed  on  the  label,  but  it  did  contain  another  ingredient  not  named  in  the 
ingredient  statement. 

On  April  30,  1958,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Virginia,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
435  cases,  more  or  less,  each  containing  24  12-ounce  containers  of  the  product 
labeled  in  part  "AEROSOL,  INSECTICIDE,  DDT  AND  ALLETHRIN"  at 
Franconia,  Va.,  alleging  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate  on  or  about  March  5,  1958,  by  the  National  Chemical 
Laboratories,  Inc.,  from  West  Palm  Beach,  Fla.,  in  violation  of  the  Act. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act,  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements: 

<<#  *  * 
TYPE  1  SPEC.  0-1-508 

*  *  * 
INGREDIENTS 

Active  ingredients: 

Allethrin  (allyl  homolog  of  Cinerin  1)  0.6% 

Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane  2.0% 

Aromatic  Petroleum  Derivative  Solvent  5.0% 

Deodorized  Kerosene  7.4% 

Inert  ingredients: 

Dichlorodifluoromethane  42.5% 

Trichloromonofluoromethane  42.5% 

*  *  *"  100.0% 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented: 
(1)  that  the  product  met  the  requirements  of  specification  No.  0-1-508,  Type  1 
of  the  General  Services  Administration;  (2)  that  the  product  contained  42.5%  of 
trichloromonofluoromethane;  and  (3)  that  the  product  contained  no  ingredient 
other  than  the  ingredients  listed  in  such  statements;  whereas,  (1)  the  product 
failed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  specification  No.  0-1-508,  Type  1  of  the  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration;  (2)  the  product  contained  no  trichloromonofluoro- 
methane; and  (3)  the  product  contained  an  ingredient  other  than  those  listed  in 
such  statements,  namely,   methyl  chloroform. 

On  April  20,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  condem- 
nation and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  confiscated  and 
condemned  product  be  delivered  to  the  Supply  Officer  of  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital, 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Washington  25,  D.C.,  for  official 
use. 

280.  Misbranding    of    "VES-PHENE    GERMICIDAL  DETERGENT."  U.S.  v. 
79  1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "VES-PHENE  GERMICIDAL 
DETERGENT."     Default   decree   of  condemnation,  forfeiture  and  de- 
struction.    (I.F.  &  R.  No.  325.     I.D.  No.  35333.) 
The    product    "VES-PHENE    GERMICIDAL    DETERGENT"    was    mis- 
branded  in  that  it  would  not  act  as  a  germicidal  detergent   in  hospitals  when 
used  as  directed. 

On  January  5,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court,  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  79 
1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "VES-PHENE  GERMICIDAL  DETER- 
GENT" at  Jersey  City,  N.J.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison 
which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  August  20,  1958  by  Vestal, 
Inc.,  from  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements: 

"VES-PHENE 
Germicidal    Detergent 

For  cleansing  and  disinfecting  floors,  sick  rooms,  operating  rooms, 
shower  and  locker  rooms,  and  all  areas  where  soil  and  bacterial  con- 
tamination are  high.  VES-PHENE  is  free-rinsing  and  is  approved 
for  use  on  conductive  floors  in  hospitals. 

*  *  * 

VES-PHENE  is  a  concentrated  multi-purpose  detergent  which  com- 
bines superior  cleansing  properties  with  effective  germicidal  action 
against  many  disease  producing  fungi  and  bacteria  including  myco- 
bacterium  tuberculosis.  Properly  used  VES-PHENE  reduces  dis- 
ease transmission  by  aseptically  cleaning  floors,  walls,  and  other  sur- 
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faces  which  harbor  bacteria.  In  addition,  VES-PHENE  is  a 
free-rinsing  product  that  does  not  leave  an  insulating  film  and  is, 
therefore,  recommended  for  conductive  flooring  in  hospital  operat- 
ing rooms. 

DIRECTIONS  FOR  USE 
FOR  GENERAL  DISINFECTION  use  1  part  VES-PHENE  in  100 
parts  water  (ltf  fluid  ounces  per  gallon).     FOR  GENERAL  LIGHT 
CLEANING  AND  DISINFECTION  damp  mop  with  1  part  VES- 
PHENE  in  60  to  70  parts  water  (2  ounces  per  gallon). 

*  *  * 
PRODUCT  DATA 

VES-PHENE 
/  INTRODUCTION 

Detergent  germicides  have  been  used  for  many  years  in  hospitals  and 
similar  institutions  for  all-purpose  disinfection  and  light  cleaning  of 
floors,  walls,  equipment  and  even  instruments.  Generally,  deter- 
gent germicides  contain  only  sufficient  detergent  ingredients  to  pene- 
trate soil  and  bring  powerful  germicidal  ingredients  into  contact 
with  bacteria.  The  detergent  ingredients,  in  other  words,  are  used 
primarily  to  promote  germ  killing.  Such  formulations  are  expen- 
sive as  cleaners  because  their  low  detergent  content  necessitates  their 
use  in  high  concentration  to  obtain  effective  soil  removal. 
VES-PHENE  is  the  first  available  product  in  which  carefully  for- 
mulated heavy-duty  cleaners  are  combined  with  compatible  germici- 
dal agents  in  sufficient  concentration  to  produce  both  an  efficient 
cleaner  and  an  efficient  germicide.  In  addition,  VES-PHENE  is  free- 
rinsing  and  is  approved  for  use  on  conductive  floors  in  hospitals. 

*  *  *  » 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  that 
the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  disinfect  floors,  sick  rooms,  operating 
rooms,  shower  and  locker  rooms,  all  areas  where  soil  and  bacterial  contamination 
are  high,  other  surfaces  which  harbor  bacteria,  and  hospital  floors,  walls,  equip- 
ment and  instruments;  whereas  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not 
disinfect  floors,  sick  rooms,  operating  rooms,  shower  and  locker  rooms,  all  areas 
where  soil  and  bacterial  contamination  are  hi<ih,  other  surfaces  which  harbor  bac- 
teria, or  hospital  floors,  walls,  equipment  or  instruments. 

On  February  10,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

281.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "PRO  NYLON  COMBS."  U.S.  v. 
279  dozen,  more  or  less,  of  "PRO  NYLON  COMBS."  Default  decree 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  seized  product 
be  released  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  Washington,  D.C.  (I.F.  &  R.  No. 
318.     I.D.  No.  35002.) 

The  product  "PRO  NYLON  COMBS"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  It  was  misbranded  in  that  its  label 
did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement. 

On  August  14,  1958,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  and  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  279 
dozen,  more  or  less,  of  "PRO  NYLON  COMBS"  at  Washington,  D.C,  alleging 
that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on 
or  about  May  8,  June  13,  and  July  22,  1958  by  the  Pro-Phy-Lac-Tic  Brush  Com- 
pany from  Florence,  Mass.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture, as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act, 
in  that  its  label  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percent- 
age of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and 
each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each 
present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients. 
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_  On  April  20,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  confiscated  and 
condemned  product  be  delivered  to  the  Administrative  Services  Office  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Government,  Washington,  D.C.,  for  its  use  only,  and  not  for 
sale. 

282.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "431  MECHANIZED  DIVISION," 
"'950  THE  WESTERNER  HORSE  AND  RIDER,"  and  "454B  OLD 
HOMESTEAD."  U.S.  v.  143  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "431  MECH- 
ANIZED DIVISION,"  143  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "950  THE  WEST- 
ERNER HORSE  AND  RIDER,"  and  323  containers,  more  or  less,  of 
"454B  OLD  HOMESTEAD."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and 
release  under  bond.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  323.  I.D.  Nos.  35046,  35047,  and 
35048.) 

The  products  "431  MECHANIZED  DIVISION,"  "950  THE  WESTERNER 
HORSE  AND  RIDER,"  and  "454B  OLD  HOMESTEAD"  were  not  registered 
under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination 
of  the  products  showed  that  the  labels  borne  by  the  containers  did  not  bear  ingre- 
dient statements.  The  products  were  misbranded  in  that  their  labels  bore 
statements  which  were  false  or  misleading. 

On  November  28,  1958,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Maryland, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court,  a  libel  praving  seizure  of  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  143 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "431  MECHANIZED  DIVISION,"  143  containers, 
more  or  less,  of  "950  THE  WESTERNER  HORSE  AND  RIDER,"  and  323 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "454B  OLD  HOMESTEAD"  at  Baltimore,  Md., 
alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  transported 
interstate  on  or  about  April  25,  1958,  and  September  30,  1958,  by  Pay  ton  Products, 
Inc.,  from  Brooklyn,  N.Y.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  their  labels  did  not  bear  ingredient  statements  giving  the  name  and 
percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  ingredient  statements  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the 
active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage 
of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients. 

It  was  alleged  further  that  the  products  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
ofjthe  act  in  that  their  respective  labeling  bore  the  statements: 

"THIS  TOY  IS 

GERM-FREE 

TO  PROTECT  YOUR  CHILD 

PERMANENTLY 

STERILIZED 

*  *  * 

this  toy  is  permanently  antiseptic — will  not  harbor  disease  carriers 

LABORATORY  TESTED— EFFECTIVE  FOR  EVER" 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  (1) 
that  the  products  were  germ  free,  (2)  that  the  products  were  self  disinfecting, 
(3)  that  the  products  would  remain  permanently  free  of  all  germs,  (4)  that  the 
products  would  destroy  any  germs  coming  in  contact  with  the  products,  and 
(5)  that  the  products  would  inhibit  the  growth  of  any  germs  coming  in  contact 
with  the  products;  whereas,  (1)  the  products  were  not  germ  free,  (2)  the  products 
were  not  self-disinfecting,  (3)  the  products  would  not  remain  permanently  free 
of  all  germs,  (4)  the  products  would  not  destroy  all  germs  coming  in  contact  with 
the  products,  or  (5)  the  products  would  not  inhibit  the  growth  of  all  germs  coming 
in  contact  with  the  products. 

Payton  Products,  Inc.,  Brooklyn,  N.Y.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  products 
and  requested  their  release  under  bond  for  purpose  of  removing  them  from  the 
requirements  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  February  16,  1959,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  it 
was  ordered  that  the  products  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond 
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283.  Misbranding  of  "WILBERT  FRESH-PINE."  U.S.  v.  two  55-gaIlon  drums, 
more  or  less,  of  "WILBERT  FRESH-PINE."  Default  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  seized  product  be 
delivered  to  the  Resident  Superintendent  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Jail. 

(I.F.  &  R.  No.  322.     I.D.  Nos.  35005  and  35049.) 

The  product  "WILBERT  FRESH-PINE"  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  in  that  its  labeling 
bore  false  or  misleading  statements. 

On  November  24, 1958,  the  LTnited  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praving  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  two 
55-gallon  drums,  more  or 'less,  of  "WILBERT  FRESH-PINE,"  at  Washington, 
D.C.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transport- 
ed interstate  on  or  about  July  31,  1958  by  Wilbert  Products  Company,  Inc.,  from 
New  York,  N.Y.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  its  labeling  stated  in  part: 

"WILBERT 
FRESH- 
PINE 

CLEANS 
DEODORIZES 
DISINFECTS 


FRESH-PINE  DIRECTIONS,  for  MODERN  HOUSEKEEPING. 

Use  1  tablespoon  Fresh-Pine  to  1  quart  of  water.  Remove  dirt  and  grime  from 
woodwork,  Venetian  blinds,  walls,  windowsiils,  etc.  No  soap  or  rinsing  necessary. 
Does  not  stain. 

FLOORS.  Use  2  tablespoons  Fresh- 
Pine  per  quart  of  water  for  cleaning 
linoleum,  asphalt  or  rubber  tile,  wood 
or  cement  floors.  Just  mop  or  wipe  to 
remove  dirt,  grease,  etc.  Floors  will 
be  left  clean  and  sanitary  without  any 
added  soap  or  rinsing  needed. 

BATHROOM.  A  few  drops  of  Fresh- 
Pine  in  toilet  bowl  will  effectively  deodor- 
ize. To  clean  and  disinfect  tub,  toilet 
seat,  urinal,  shower  floor,  etc.,  use  2 
tablespoons  per  quart  of  water. 

KITCHEN.  A  little  Fresh-Pine  down 
the  drain  ot  sink  and  tub  cuts  grease  and 
ends  foul  odors.  Use  diluted  1  table- 
spoon per  quart  of  water  to  wipe  out 
refrigerator,  storage  cabinets,  ovens,  etc. 
Air  for  15  minutes  before  replacing  food. 


SICK  ROOM,  BABY'S  THINGS.  Use 
2  tablespoons  per  quart  of  water  for 
washing  personal  articles,  bedding,  tow- 
els, walls,  floors,  and  furniture." 

*   *   * 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  act  as  a  disinfectant  for  (a)  floors, 
(b)  bathrooms,  (c)  kitchens,  (d)  toilets,  (e)  towels,  (f)  sick  rooms,  (g)  baby  things 
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and  (h)  all  other  surfaces  and  articles  implied  by  the  term  "etc.";  whereas  the 
product  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  act  as  a  disinfectant  for  (a)  floors,  (b) 
bathrooms,  (c)  kitchens,  (d)  toilets,  (e)  towels,  (f)  sick  rooms,  (g)  baby  things  and 
(h)  all  other  surfaces  and  articles  implied  by  the  term  "etc." 

On  March  12,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  condem- 
nation and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  confiscated  and  con- 
demned product  be  turned  over  to  the  Resident  Superintendent  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Jail  for  use  only  as  a  solution  in  water  for  washing  floors  at  the  District 
of  Columbia  Jail. 

284.  Misbranding  and  adulteration  of  "GRIFFIN'S  PHENO-PINE", 
"GRIFFIN'S  PHENO-MINT",  "GRIFFIN'S  LILAC  SCENT",  and 
"GRIFFIN'S  GOLDEN  PINOL".  U.S.  v.  5  l-gallon  containers,  more 
or  less,  of  "GRIFFIN'S  PHENO-PINE";  14  l-gallon  containers,  more 
or  less,  of  "GRIFFIN'S  PHENO-MINT";  2  5-gallon  containers  and  5 
l-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "GRIFFIN'S  LILAC  SCENT"; 
and  15  5-gallon  containers  and  11  l-gallon  containers,  more  or  less, 
of  "GRIFFIN'S  GOLDEN  PINOL".  Default  decree  of  condemnation, 
forfeiture  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  327,  I.D.  Nos.  35417,  35418, 
35419  and  35420.) 

The  product  "GRIFFIN'S  PHENO-PINE"  was  misbranded  and  adulterated 
in  that  it  possessed  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less,  than  that  claimed  on  its  label  and 
upon  examination  was  found  to  contain  more  water  and  less  active  ingredients 
than  was  claimed  on  the  label. 

The  product  "GRIFFIN'S  PHENO-MINT"  was  misbranded  and  adulter- 
ated in  that  it  possessed  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  that  claimed  on  its  label 
and  upon  examination  was  found  to  contain  more  water  and  less  active  ingredients 
than  was  claimed  on  the  label  and  when  tested,  it  was  found  to  be  ineffective 
as  a  disinfectant  when  used  as  directed. 

The  product  "GRIFFIN'S  LILAC  SCENT"  was  adulterated  and  misbranded 
in  that  it  possessed  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  that  claimed  on  its  label  and 
upon  examination  was  found  to  contain  more  water  and  less  active  ingredients 
than  claimed.  It  was  also  found  to  be  ineffective  as  a  disinfectant  when  used 
oc  rlirGCbGci 

The  product  "GRIFFIN'S  GOLDEN  PINOL"  was  misbranded  and  adulter- 
ated in  that  it  was  found  to  possess  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  that  claimed 
and  less  than  the  amount  of  pine  oil  claimed  and  contained  oil  other  than  pine 
oil  which  was  not  named  in  the  ingredient  statement. 

On  February  5,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Washington  Southern  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  con- 
demnation and  confiscation  of  5  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  GRIF- 
FIN'S PHENO-PINE";  14  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "GRIFFIN'S 
PHENO-MINT";  2  5-gallon  containers  and  5  l-gallon  containers,  more  or  less, 
of  "GRIFFIN'S  LILAC  SCENT";  and  15  5-gallon  containers  and  11  l-gallon 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "GRIFFIN'S  GOLDEN  PINOL"  at  Yakima,  Wash., 
alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  transported 
interstate  by  Griffin  Bros.  Inc.,  on  or  about  August  22,  1958,  September  18,  1958, 
September  25,  1958,  October  9,  1958,  and  October  28,  1958,  from  Portland  Oreg. 
in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GRIFFIN'S  PHENO-PINE"  was  misbrand- 
ed within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  label  stated  in  part: 

"GRIFFIN'S 
PHENO-PINE 

*  *  * 

PHENOL  COEFFICIENT  5  F.D.A.  METHOD 
Active  ingredients: 38.  5% 

Steam  Distilled  Pine  Oil — Isopropanol 
Vegetable  Soap — Ortho-benzyl-para-chlorophenol 
Inert  ingredients:  Water 61.  5% 

*   *  #>> 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
(1)  that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  5,  and  (2)  that  the  product  con- 
tained not  less  than  38.5%  of  active  ingredients  and  not  more  than  61.5%  of 
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water;  whereas,  (1)  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  5,  and  (2) 
the  product  contained  less  than  38.5%  of  active  ingredients  and  more  than  61.5% 
of  water. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GRIFFIN  S  PHENO-PINE"  was  adulterated 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  or  quality  as  exmessed  on  its  labeling  since  its  labeling  bore  the  state- 
ment, "PHENOL  COEFFICIENT  5",  whereas  the  product  had  a  phenol  coeffi- 
cient of  less  than  5. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GRIFFIN'S  PHENO-MINT"  was  nii^branded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  label  stated  in  part: 

"Griffin's 

PHENO-MINT 

*  *  * 

PHENOL  COEFFICIENT  5  F.D.A.  METHOD 

Active  ingredients:  33% 

Isopropanol — Vegetable  Soap 

Ortho-benzyl-para-chlorophenol — Methyl  Salicylate 
Inert  Ingredients:  Water  67% 

*  *  * 
For  Use  as  a  Disinfectant 

This  disinfectant  should  always  be  diluted  with  water  before  using. 
To  disinfect,  be  sure  areas  are  cleaned  then  apply  as  follows:  For 
floors,  cellars,  basements,  toilet  rooms,  bathrooms,  lavatories,  uri- 
nals, sinks,  etc.,  use  2l/{  ozs.  of  this  preparation  to  every  gallon  of 
water;  mop  in  regular  manner.  If  it  is  impractical  to  mop  specific 
places,  use  4  ounces  per  gallon  of  water  and  spray  thoroughly  over 
entire  surface.  To  disinfect  kitchen  tables,  drainboards,  marble, 
tile,  linoleum,  glass,  rubber,  syrup  cans,  soda  fountains,  refrigerator 
cars,  garbage  cans:  Rinse  thoroughly  with  a  dilution  of  2%  ounces  of 
this  product  to  a  gallon  of  water  after  cleansing  in  regular  manner, 
allowing  contact  for  five  minutes. 

*   ^  #>> 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  (1) 
that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  5,  (2)  that  the  product  contained  not 
not  less  than  33%  of  active  ingredients  and  not  more  than  67%  of  water,  and  (3) 
that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  disinfect  the  articles,  places  and 
surfaces  mentioned  in  such  statements  and  those  implied  by  the  term  "etc." ;  where- 
as, (1)  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  5,  (2)  the  product  contained 
less  than  33%  of  active  ingredients  and  morethan67%  of  water,  and  (3)  the  prod- 
uct, when  used  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  the  articles,  places  or  surfaces 
mentioned  in  such  statements  or  those  implied  bv  the  term  "etc". 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GRIFFIN'S  PHENO-MINT"  was  adulterated 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  or  qualitv  as  expressed  on  its  labeling  since  its  labeling  bore  the  statement 
"PHENOL  COEFFICIENT  5",  whereas  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of 
less  than  5. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GRIFFIN'S  LILAC  SCENT"  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  label  stated  in  part: 

"Griffin's 
LILAC  SCENT 

A  Disinfectant  which  has  been  made  more  effective  by  addition  of  a 
germicidal  ingredient  that  will  kill  a  wider  variety  of  bacteria  than 
pine  oil. 

PHENOL  COEFFICIENT  4  F.D.A.  METHOD 

Active  Ingredients: 39% 

Isopropanol 

Steam  Distilled  Beta  Pine  Oil 
Vegetable  Soap 

Ortho-benzyl-para-chlorophenol 
Inert  Ingredients :  Water 61% 
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FOR  USE  AS  A 
DISINFECTANT 

First  clean  thoroughly  the  areas,  articles,  or  surfaces  to  be  disin- 
fected. Dilute  one  part  LILAC  DISINFECTANT  with  eighty  (80) 
parts  water. 

For  disinfecting  floors,  cellars,  basements,  restrooms,  bathrooms,  lav- 
atories, garbage  cans,  sinks,  drainboards,  marble,  tile,  linoleum, 
glass,  rubber,  soda  fountains,  refrigerators,  cooling  rooms,  refrigator 
cars.  The  areas,  articles,  and  surfaces,  should  be  rinsed  or  sprayed 
with  the  solution  after  they  have  been  cleaned.  Contact  with  the 
solution  should  be  for  a  duration  of  five  minutes. 

*  *   *" 

and  such  statements  are  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  (1) 
that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  4,  (2)  that  the  product  contained  not 
less  than  39%  of  active  ingredients  and  not  more  than  61  %  of  water,  and  (3)  that 
the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  disinfect  the  articles,  places  and  sur- 
faces mentioned  in  such  statements  and  those  implied  by  the  term  "etc";  whereas, 
(1)  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  4,  (2)  the  product  contained 
less  than  39%  of  active  ingredients  and  more  than  61  %  of  water,  and  (3)  the  prod- 
uct, when  used  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  the  articles,  places  or  surfaces 
mentioned  in  such  statements  or  those  implied  by  the  term  "etc". 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GRIFFIN'S  LILAC  SCENT"  was  adulterated 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  or  qualitv  as  expressed  on  its  labeling  since  its  labeling  bore  the  state- 
ment, "PHENOL  COEFFICIENT  4",  whereas,  the  product  had  a  phenol  coeffi- 
cient of  less  than  4. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GRIFFIN'S  GOLDEN  PINOL"  was  misbrand- 
ed  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  label  stated  in  part: 

"Griffin's 
GOLDEN  PINOL 

Makes  a  Pure  Milky  White 
Solution  in  Water 

This  product  conforms 
to  Commercial  Standard 

CS69-38— Coeff.  5  (By  FDA  Method) 

Active  Ingredients:  Pine  Oil  80%,  Soap  10% 90% 

Inert  Ingredients:   Water 10% 

*  *  * 

DIRECTIONS 

FOR  DISINFECTING:  Clean  the  area  or  articles  first.  Use  1 
part  of  PINOL  to  100  parts  of  water  and  wet  again  thoroughly 
with  the  new  solution  to  disinfect. 

#  *  #>> 

and  such  statements  are  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  (1) 
that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  5,  (2)  that  the  product  contained  80% 
of  pine  oil,  (3)  that  the  product  met  the  commercial  standard  for  a  pine  oil  disinfect- 
ant, (4)  that  the  product  contained  no  oil  other  than  pine  oil,  and  (5)  that  the 
product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  as  a  general  disinfectant: 
whereas,  (1)  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  5,  (2)  the  product 
contained  less  than  80%  of  pine  oil,  (3)  the  product  did  not  meet  the  commerical 
standard  for  a  pine  oil  disinfectant  (U.S.  Commercial  Standard  CS  69-38),  (4)  the 
product  contained  oils  other  than  pine  oil,  and  (5)  the  product,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  not  be  effective  as  a  general  disinfectant. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GRIFFIN'S  GOLDEN  PINOL"  was  adul- 
terated within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  or  quality  as  expressed  on  its  labeling  since  its  labeling  bore 
the  statement  "Coeff.  5",  whereas  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less 
than  5. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GRIFFIN'S  GOLDEN  PINOL"  was  further 
adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  oils  other  than  pine  oil,  namely 
pine  wood  distillate  oils,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  pine  oil  claimed  to  be 
present  in  the  product. 

On  March  23,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  products. 

285.  Misbranding  and  adulteration  of  "NEW  EASY  GLAMUR  WITH  EXCLU- 
SIVE COROBEX"  U.S.  v.  24  8-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  155  16- 
ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  192  quart  containers,  more  or  less.,  and  18 
one-half  gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "NEW  EASY  GLAMUR 
WITH  EXCLUSIVE  COROBEX."  Default  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  seized  product  be  delivered  to  the 
Administrative  Services  Office,  District  of  Columbia  Government.  (I.F. 
&  R.  No.  328.  I.D.  No.  36314.) 

The  product  "NEW  EASY  GLAMUR  WITH  EXCLUSIVE  COROBEX"  was 
misbranded  and  adulterated  in  that  it  contained  less  active  ingredients,  and 
more  inert  ingredif  nts  than  was  claimed  on  the  label,  and  that  it  also  bore  false 
or  misleading  statements. 

On  April  21,  1959,  the  United  States  District  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  24  8- 
ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  155  16-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  192  quart 
containers,  more  or  less,  and  18  one-half  gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  at  Wash- 
ington, D.C.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate  on  or  about  September  5,  1958,  November  18,  1958,  and 
January  12,  1959,  by  Glamur  Products,  Inc.,  from  Syracuse,  N.Y.,  in  violation  of 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  its  label  bore  the  statements: 

"ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS: 
(Container  Octyl  phenoxyethoxy  ethyldimethylbenzyl 

label)  Ammoniumchloride — 3.2  % 

Cetyl  dimethyl  benzyl 
Ammoniumchloride — 0.8% 
INACTIVE  INGREDIENTS— 96.0% 

*  *  * 

"JUST  APPLY' Instantly,  safely  Deep-Cleans  All* 

LET  DRY"  Rugs    &    Upholstery.     Exclusive 

COROBEX     Guarantees     Germ- 
Proof  Protection  for  3  Months 

New  easy  glamur  with  exclusive  COROBEX 

*  Wool,  Nylon,  Rayon,  Cotton,  Leather,  Plastics. 
TO  PREPARE:  Brush  or  vacuum  NOTE:  Test  all  fabrics  for  color  fast- 
article  FOR  UPHOLSTERY,  use  ness — 'try  Glamur  on  inconspicuous  spot. 
Med.  white  bristle  brush  (not  nylon) ;  Glamur  won't  harm  anything  water 
FOR  RUGS,  same  brush  with  long  won't  harm.  Climate  may  change  its 
handle.  Shake  Well.  Mix  1  part  appearance,  but  Glamur  is  in  no  way  im- 
Easy  Glamur  to  8  parts  cool  water,     paired. 

*  *  * 

TO    CLEAN:   UPHOLSTERY— Dip  Re-dip  and  repeat,  overlapping  cleaned 

brush  into  solution.     Shake  off  excess,  areas.     In  re-setting  furniture  before  rug 

Use  light  circular  strokes  in  6"  area,  is  dry,  place  folded  wax  paper  under  legs 

Re-dip      and      repeat,      overlapping  to  prevent  stains.     EASY  GLAMUR  is 

cleaned  areas.       RUGS  AND  CAR-  excellent    for    AUTO     UPHOLSTERY, 

PETS— Same  process  but  use  back  and  WINDOWS,  WOODWORK,  BLINDS, 

forth  motion,  6  or  8  strokes  covering  MIRRORS.     Use  cloth,  wipe  on,  wipe  off. 
8"  square. 
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(Leaflet  "The  most   revolutionary   cleaning   news   of   the 

accompanying  century! 

product)  THE    ONLY    RUG    AND    UPHOLSTERY 

CLEANER 

THAT   GERM-PROOFS  AS  IT   CLEANS   .  .  . 

NEW  EASY  GLAMUR 

With  COROBEX 

(An  Easy  Glamur  EXCLUSIVE!) 

*  Guarantees  Three  Whole  Months  of  Germ-free 
protection  for  all  treated  fabrics! 

Creates  a  halo  of  protection  that  destroys  new 
bacteria  tracked  into  the  home. 

*  Approved  by  U.S.  Government  and  Leading  Inde- 
pendent Scientific  Laboratories! 

*  *  * 

*  Makes  all  other  cleaners  obsolete!  Yet  so  mild 
and  gentle,  nontoxic,  deodorizes,  noninflammable, 
odorless! 

JUST  APPLY— LET  DRY!     CLEANS  QUICK- 
EST  CLEANS  SAFEST!     CLEANS  EASIEST! 

*  *  * 

"JUST  APPLY. Instantly,   Safely  Deep-Cleans  All* 

LET  DRY!"  Rugs  &  Upholstery.     Exclusive 

COROBEX  Guarantees  Germ-Proof 
Protection  for  3  Months. 
New  easy  glamur  with  exclusive  COROBEX 
*Wool,  Nylon,  Cotton,  Leather,  Plastics. 

*     *     *    " 

and  such  statements  are  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  (1) 
that  the  product  contained  3.2  percent  Octylphenoxyethoxyethyl  dimethyl  benzyl 
ammonium  chloride,  0.8  percent  cetyl  dimethyl  benzyl  ammonium  chloride,  and 
96.0  percent  inactive  ingredients,  (2)  that  the  product  would  germ-proof  as  it 
cleans,  (3)  that  it  would  guarantee  germ-free  protection  for  three  months,  (4)  that 
it  destroyed  bacteria  tracked  into  the  home,  and  (5)  that  it  was  approved  by^U.S. 
Government  laboratories;  whereas  (1)  the  product  contained  substantially  less 
than  a  total  of  3.2  percent  octylphenoxyethoxyethyl  dimethyl  benzyl  ammonium 
chloride,  and  0.8  percent  cetyl  dimethyl  benzyl  ammonium  chloride,  and  contained 
substantially  more  than  96.0  percent  inactive  ingredients,  (2)  the  product  would 
not  germ-proof  as  it  cleans,  (3)  the  product  would  not  guarantee  germ-proof  pro- 
tection for  three  months,  (4)  the  product  would  not  destroy  bacteria  tracked  into 
the  home,  and  (5)  the  product  was  not  approved  by  U.S.  Government  laboratories. 
It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  in 
that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  since  its 
label  bore  the  statements: 

"Active    ingredients:     Octyl   phenoxyethoxy    ethyldimethylbenzyl 
ammoniumchloride — 3.2%,  Cetyl  dimethyl  benzyl 
ammoniumchloride — 0.8%;     Inactive     ingredients — 96.0%" 
whereas,  the  product  contained  substantially  less  than  a  total  of  3.2  percent  of 
octylphenoxyethoxyethyl  dimethyl  benzyl  ammonium  chloride,  and  0.8  percent  of 
cetyl  dimethyl  benzyl  ammonium  chloride,  and  contained  substantially  more  in- 
active ingredients  than  96.0  percent.     On  May  21,  1959,  no  claimant  having  ap- 
peared, a  default  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was 
ordered  that  condemned  product  be  delivered  to  the  Administrative  Services 
Office  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Government  for  its  use  only,  and  not  for  sale. 

286.  Lack  of  registration  of  "SPEED  LITE  BF-811,"  "SPEED  LITE  GERMA- 
TEX,"  and  "SPEED  LITE  BAN."  U.S.  v.  27  1-gallon  jugs,  more  or  less, 
of  "SPEED  LITE  BF-811,"  7  1-hundred-pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of 
"SPEED  LITE  GERMATEX,"  and  79  1-gallon  jugs,  more  or  less,  of 
"SPEED  LITE  BAN."  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  324.  I.D.  Nos.  35410,  35411, 
35412) 

The  products  "SPEED  LITE  BF-811,"  "SPEED  LITE  GERMATEX,"  and 
"SPEED  LITE  BAN"  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fun- 
gicide, and  Rodenticide  Act. 
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On  December  23,  195S,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Washington,  Northern  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court,  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  con- 
demnation and  confiscation  of  27  1-gallon  jugs,  more  or  less,  of  "SPEED  LITE 
BF-811,"  7  1-hundred-pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "SPEED  LITE  GERMA- 
TEX,"  and  79  1-gallon  jugs,  more  or  less,  of  "SPEED  LITE  BAN"  at  Seattle, 
Wash.,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  trans- 
ported interstate  by  Patek  &  Co.,  on  or  about  August  29,  and  September  26,  1958, 
from  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  in  violation  of  the  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  Section  4  of  the  Act.  Patek  &  Co.,  claimed  ownership  of  the 
products,  and  requested  their  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them 
into  compliance  with  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  January  18,  1960,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was 
ordered  by  the  Court  that  the  products  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

287.  Misbranding  of  "VIRAC  AQUEOUS  SOLUTION  1  :  500."  U.S.  v.  2a 
1-pint  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "VIRAC  AQUEOUS  SOLUTION  1  :  500." 
Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R. 
No.  326.     I.D.  No.  35409.) 

The  product  "VIRAC  AQUEOUS  SOLUTION  1  :  500"  was  misbranded  due 
to  excessive  claims  made  in  the  labeling,  and  when  used  as  directed,  the  product 
would  not  act  as  a  disinfectant  or  germicide  for  floors,  walls,  table  tops  and 
surgical  equipment. 

On  January  12,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Washington,  Northern  Division,  filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel 
praving  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  23  1-pint  bottles,  more  or  less, 
of  "VIRAC  AQUEOUS  SOLUTION  1  :  500"  at  Seattle,  Wash.,  alleging  the 
product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or 
about  September  15,  1958,  by  Ruson  Laboratories,  Inc.,  from  Portland,  Oreg., 
in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  the  labeling  borne  by  the  product  stated: 

"VIRAC 

AQUEOUS  SOLUTION  1  :  500 

*  *  * 

INSTRUMENT  STERILIZATION.  Immerse  instruments  briefly 
in  VIRAC  solution.  At  no  time  is  it  necessary  or  desirable  to  leave 
metallic  instruments  or  needles  in  VIRAC  for  longer  than  20  minutes 
They  may  then  be  stored  in  a  solution  of  Ruson  Chloride  or  other 
good  cold  sterilization  medium  to  which  adequate  rust  inhibitor  has 
been  added. 

VIRAC  AQUEOUS  SOLUTION  1  :  500 

SUGGESTED  USES  AND  DILUTIONS 

VIRAC  AQUEOUS  SOLUTION  1  :  500  is  an  inexpensive,  supe- 
rior, all-purpose  germicide  which  has  been  compounded  largely  for 

office  and  prescription  use. 

*  *  * 

INSTRUMENT  AND  CATHETER 
STERILIZATION 

VIRAC  used  for  short  periods  does  not  damage  plastics,  rubber, 
stainless  steel  and  endoscopic  instruments.  Should  not  be  used  for 
chromed  instruments.  Immerse  such  materials  in  a  solution  con- 
taining 1  ounce  of  VIRAC  AQUEOUS  SOLUTION  to  1  quart  of 
water  for  10  to  15  minutes.  Rinse  with  sterile  water  prior  to  using. 
For  prolonged  storage,  use  Ruson  Chloride  containing  an  anti-rust 
compound. 

SURGICAL  SANITIZATION 

Scrub  floors,  walls,  table  tops  and  surgical  equipment  with  1  ounce 
of  VIRAC  AQUEOUS  SOLUTION  to  1  gallon  of  warm  water  (not 
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hot).  Because  of  the  lethal  action  of  VIRAC  against  spores  and 
spore-bearing  organisms,  B.  tuberculosis  and  virus,  this  iodophor 
gives  great  confidence  values  when  employed  to  disinfect  critical  areas 
in  and  about  the  hospital. 

*   *  *  " 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  (1)  would  sterilize  plastics,  rubber,  stain- 
less steel  and  endoscopic  instruments  and  (2)  would  disinfect  floors,  walls,  table 
tops  and  surgical  equipment;  whereas,  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  (1) 
would  not  sterilize  plastics,  rubber,  stainless  steel  or  endoscopic  instruments  or 
(2)  would  not  disinfect  floors,  walls,  table  tops  or  surgical  equipment 

On  June  4,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy  the 
product. 

288.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "DORSEY'S  K-9  FLEA   AND 

MANGE  KILLER."  U.S.  v.  241  three-ounce  packages,  more  or  less, 
of  "DORSEY'S  K-9  FLEA  AND  MANGE  KILLER."  Default  decree 
of  condemnation,  forfeiture  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  329.  I.D. 
No.  36380.) 

The  product  "DORSEY'S  K-9  FLEA  AND  MANGE  KILLER"  was  not 
registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An 
examination  of  the  product  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the 
product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement. 

On  May  1,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  West 
Virginia,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praving  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
241  three-ounce  packages,  more  or  less,  of  "DORSEY'S  K-9  FLEA  AND 
MANGE  KILLER"  at  Logan,  W.  Va.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  February  27,  1959  by 
K-9  Products  Co.,  from  Flowery  Branch,  Ga.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  the  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and 
percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of 
the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percent- 
age of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients. 

On  June  4,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  product. 

289.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "LAMCO  SANITIZER  AND  DE- 

ODORIZER." U.S.  v.  43  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of 
"LAMCO  SANITIZER  AND  DEODORIZER."  Default  decree  of 
condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  330.  I.D. 
No.  35641.) 

The  product  "LAMCO  SANITIZER  AND  DEODORIZER"  was  not  reg- 
istered under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  It  was 
misbranded  in  that  when  used  as  directed  the  product  could  not  be  relied  upon 
to  act  as  a  sanitizer  in  the  places  named  on  the  label  or  those  implied. 

On  May  19,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Connecticut, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  43 
one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "LAMCO  SANITIZER  AND  DEODOR- 
IZER" at  Hartford,  Conn.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison 
which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  August  18,  1958,  by  LAMCO 
Chemical  Company  from  Boston,  Mass.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  under  section  4  of  the  act. 
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It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  "LAMCO  SANITIZER  AND  DEO- 
DORIZER" was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  that  the  label 
stated  in  part: 

"Lamco 

SANITIZER 

and 

DEODORIZER 

PLEASANT! 

REFRESHING! 

LASTING! 

KILLS  UNPLEASANT  ODORS 

PREVENTS  GROWTH  OF  MOLDS 

ELIMINATES  ODOR-CREATING  ORGANISMS 

*  *  * 

Use  Lamco  SANITIZER  &  DEODORIZER  in  HOSPITALS, 
SCHOOLS,  FACTORIES,  OFFICES,  RESTAURANTS,  CAF- 
ETERIAS, HOTELS,  MOTELS, 

*  *  * 

USE  Lamco  SANITIZER  &  DEODORIZER  EVERYWHERE 
SICKROOM,  KITCHEN,  BATHROOM,  BEDROOM,  CEL- 
LAR, ATTIC,  GARBAGE  CONTAINERS,  DIAPER  PAILS, 
CLOSETS 

*  *  * 

Lamco  Sanitizer  and  Dedorizer  eliminates  odor-creating  or- 
ganisms and  should  be  sprayed  in  every  room  including  toilets 
and  washrooms. 

HOSPITALS 

Spray  LAMCO  Sanitizer  and  Deodorizer  in  factory  washrooms, 
cafaterias,  offices,  etc. 

FACTORIES  and  OFFICES 

*  *  * 

1.  Prevents  growth  of  molds. 

2.  Eliminates  odor  creating  organisms 

3.  Kills  objectionable  odors  immediately 

4.  Non-toxic 

5.  Non-poisonous  .  .  harmless  to  normal  skin 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  (1) 
that  the  product  would  be  harmless  to  humans  under  the  conditions  of  use  set 
forth  in  such  statements,  (2)  that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  elim- 
inate odor-creating  organisms,  and  (3)  that  the  product  would  be  an  effective 
sanitizer  when  used  in  hospitals,  schools,  sick  rooms,  factories,  offices,  restaurants, 
cafeterias,  hotels,  motels,  and  all  other  places  implied  by  the  term  "etc.";  whereas 
(1)  the  product  would  not  be  harmless  to  humans  under  the  conditions  of  use  set 
forth  in  such  statements,  (2)  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  elimi- 
nate all  odor-creating  organisms,  or  (3)  the  product  would  not  be  an  effective  sani- 
tizer when  used  in  hospitals,  schools,  sick  rooms,  factories,  offices,  restaurants, 
cafeterias,  hotels,  motels  or  all  other  places  implied  by  the  term  "etc." 

On  November  14,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

290.  Lack  of  registration  of  "BETTER  HOMES  MOTH-A-TERIA."  U.S.  v.  17 
one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "BETTER  HOMES  MOTH-A- 
TERIA."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and   destruction. 

(I.F.  &  R.  No.  331  I.D.  No.  35987.) 

The  product,  "BETTER  HOMES  MOTH-A-TERIA"  was  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  June  4,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Nebraska,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District 
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Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  17  one-gallon  con- 
tainers, more  or  less,  of  "BETTER  HOMES  MOTH-A-TERIA"  at  Omaha,  Nebr., 
alleging  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  inter- 
state, on  or  about  May  5,  1959,  by  BETTER  HOMES  LABORATORIES,  INC., 
from  Atlantic,  Iowa,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  under  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  July  17,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy  the 
product. 

291.  Lack  of  registration,  misbranding,  and  adulteration  of  "INSTITUTIONAL 

DEO-CLEAN."  U.S.  v.  19  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of 
"INSTITUTIONAL  DEO-CLEAN."  Default  decree  of  condemnation, 
forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  333.     I.D.  No.  36663.) 

The  product  "INSTITUTIONAL  DEO-CLEAN"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  Upon  examination,  the 
product  was  found  to  contain  less  than  the  amount  of  any  known  alkyl  dimethyl 
benzyl  ammonium  chloride  than  was  claimed  on  the  label. 

On  July  22,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  Wash- 
ington, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praving  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
19  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "INSTITUTIONAL  DEO-CLEAN"  at 
Vancouver,  Wash.,  alleging  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate  on  or  about  April  1,  1959,  by  Hel-Mar,  Inc.,  from  Portland, 
Oreg.,  in  violation  of  the  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  under  Section  4  of  the  Act. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statement,  "Alkyl  Dimethyl  Benzyl  Ammo- 
nium Chloride  .  .  .  5.0%,"  and  such  statement  was  false  or  misleading  since  it 
implied  or  represented  that  the  product  contained  5%  of  alkyl  dimethyl  benzyl 
ammonium  chloride;  whereas,  the  product  contained  substantially  less  than  5% 
of  any  known  alkyl  dimethyl  benzyl  ammonium  chloride. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  as 
expressed  on  its  labeling  since  its  labeling  bore  the  statement  "Alkyl  Dimethyl 
Benzyl  Ammonium  Chloride  .  .  .  5.0%";  whereas,  the  product  contained  sub- 
stantially less  than  5%  of  any  known  alkyl  dimethyl  benzyl  ammonium  chloride. 

On  November  18,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered 
to  destroy  the  product. 

292.  Lack  of  registration  of  "GRAND  QUALITY  FOAMING  CLEANSER."    U.S. 

v.  449  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "GRAND  QUALITY  FOAMING 
CLEANSER."  Default  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture.  (I.F. 
&  R.  No.  342.     I.D.  No.  36618.) 

The  product,  "GRAND  QUALITY  FOAMING  CLEANSER,"  was  not  reg- 
istered under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  February  17,  1960,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confis- 
cation of  449  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "GRAND  QUALITY  FOAMING 
CLEANSER,"  at  Mt.  Kisco,  N.Y.,  and  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  December  30,  1959,  by 
Pal  Products  Manufacturing  Corp.,  from  Jersey  City,  N.J.,  in  violation  of  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  April  19,  1960,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  United  States  Marshal  deliver 
the  merchandise  to  the  Wartburg  Orphan  Farm  School,  Bradley  Avenue,  Mt. 
Vernon,  N.Y.,  or  its  duly  authorized  representative. 
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No.  293.  Lack  of  registration  of  "DDT  EMULSIFIABLE  CONCENTRATE"  and 
"TOBACCO  DUST."  U.S.  v.  23  l-gallon  containers,  more  or  less, 
of  "DDT  EMULSIFIABLE  CONCENTRATE"  and  25  50-pound  bags, 
more  or  less,  of  "TOBACCO  DUST."  Consent  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  release  under  bond.  I.F.  &  R.  No.  332.  I.D.  Nos.  36412 
and  36415.) 

The  products  "DDT  EMULSIFIABLE  CONCENTRATE"  and  "TOBACCO 
DUST"  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenti- 
cide  Act. 

On  June  11,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  South 
Carolina,  Florence  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation 
and  confiscation  of  23  l-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "DDT  EMULSIFI- 
ABLE CONCENTRATE"  and  25  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "TOBACCO 
DUST"  at  Loris,  S.C.,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which 
had  been  transported  interstate  by  Quality  Chemical  Corp.  on  or  about  May  1, 
1959,  and  May  8,  1959,  from  Lumberton,  N.C.,  and  Greenville,  N.C.,  in  violation 
of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

The  Quality  Chemical  Corp.  of  Wilson,  N.C.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  products 
and  requested  their  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them  into 
compliance  with  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  September  18,  1959,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  it 
was  ordered  that  the  products  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

294.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "SKEETER  SCATTER  INDOOR 

OR  OUTDOOR  INSECT  REPELLENT  CANDLE."  U.S.  v.  92  cartons, 
more  or  less,  each  containing  one  "SKEETER  SCATTER  INDOOR  OR 
OUTDOOR  INSECT  REPELLENT  CANDLE."  Default  decree  of 
condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  337.  I.D.  No. 
36503.) 

The  product,  "SKEETER  SCATTER  INDOOR  OR  OUTDOOR  INSECT 
REPELLENT  CANDLE,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  its  label  failed  to  bear  an  ingredient  statement. 

On  November  2,  1959,  the  United  States  District  Attorney  for  the  District  of 
Columbia,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
92  cartons,  more  or  less,  each  containing  one  "SKEETER  SCATTER  INDOOR 
OR  OUTDOOR  INSECT  REPELLENT  CANDLE,"  at  Washington,  D.C., 
alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported 
interstate  on  or  about  July  9,  1959,  by  Kindl  Products,  Inc.,  Ridgewood,  N.J.,  in 
violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  label  borne  by  the 
product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of 
each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  in- 
gredients, or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and 
each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each 
present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients. 

On  December  29,  1959,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

295.  Lack  of  registration  of  "NEW  AND  IMPROVED  FLUFF."     U.S.  v.  214 

1-pint  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "NEW  AND  IMPROVED  FLUFF."  Con- 
sent decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  334. 
I.D.  No.  36912.) 

The  product  "NEW  AND  IMPROVED  FLUFF"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  October  5,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Alabama,  Southern  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation 
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and  confiscation  of  214  one-pint  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "NEW  AND  IM- 
PROVED FLUFF"  at  Mobile,  Ala.,  alleging  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  August  10,  1959,  from 
Pensacola,  Fla.,  by  The  Chemex  Co.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

The  Chemex  Co.,  of  Pensacola,  Fla.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product  and 
requested  its  release  for  the  purpose  of  removing  it  from  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  October  16,  1959,  the  product  was  released  to  the  claimant  for  this  purpose. 

296.  Lack    of   registration    and    misbranding    of   "CONCENTRATED    SUPER 

KLEEN."  U.S.  v.  142  12-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CONCEN- 
TRATED SUPER  KLEEN."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  re- 
lease under  bond.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  336.  I.D.  No.  36875.) 

The  product,  "CONCENTRATED  SUPER  KLEEN,"  was  not  registered 
under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  an  examina- 
tion of  the  product  showed  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did 
not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  October  19,  1959,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachu- 
setts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel,  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  142  12-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CONCENTRATED  SUPER 
KLEEN"  at  Cambridge,  Mass.,  and  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  September  25,  1959,  by 
Super  Kleen,  Inc.,  from  New  York,  N.Y.,  in  violation  of  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient 
statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients, 
together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  state- 
ment giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in 
the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  to- 
gether with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

Super  Kleen,  Inc.,  New  York,  N.Y.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product  and 
requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  removing  it  from  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  On 
March  23,  1960,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  the  product 
was  released  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  removing  it  from  the  requirements 
of  the  act. 

297.  Lack  of  registration  of  "SAGE  AIR  REFRESHER."     U.S.  v.  536  5V2-ounce 

aerosols,  more  or  less,  of  "SAGE  AIR  REFRESHER."  Consent  decree 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  343.     I.D.  No.  36622.) 

The  product,  "SAGE  AIR  REFRESHER"  was  not  registered  under  the  Fed- 
eral Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  February  15,  1960,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praving  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
536  5^-ounce  aerosols,  more  or  less,  of  "SAGE  AIR  REFRESHER,"  at  Carlstadt, 
N.J.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported 
interstate,  on  or  about  January  11,  1960,  by  Sage  Laboratories,  Inc.,  from  New 
York,  N.Y.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  March  29,  1960,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  United  States  Marshal 
distribute  the  product  to  the  Presbyterian  Hospital,  Newark,  N.J.,  St.  Michael's 
Hospital,  Newark,  N.J.,  and  Martland  Medical  Center,  Newark,  N.J. 
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298.  Misbranding  of  "LOUBERT  PROFESSIONAL  MULTI-DRYER."     U.S.  v. 

two    articles    labeled    in    part    "LOUBERT    PROFESSIONAL    MULTI- 
DRYER."     Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  to  claimant. 

(I.F.  &  R.  No.  341.     I.D.  No.  37205.) 

The  articles  labeled  in  part.  "LOUBERT  PROFESSIONAL  MULTI-DRYER'' 
were  devices  which  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Insecticide' 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  February  15,  1960,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Rhode 
Island,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  two  articles  labeled  in  part  "LOUBERT  PROFESSIONAL  MULTI-DRYER" 
at  Providence,  R.I.,  alleging  that  the  articles  were  devices  which  had  been  trans- 
ported interstate  on  or  about  November  17,  1959,  by  House  of  Louis,  from  North 
Andover,  Mass.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  articles  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  their  labeling  bore  the  statements: 

"LOUBERT 

Professional 

MULTI-DRYER 

*      *      * 

THE  WONDERFUL,  NEW  LOUBERT 
MULTI-DRYER  AND  STERILIZER 
For  Brushes,  Combs,  Scissors, 
Instruments,  Accessories 
Sterilizes  and  dries  brushes  conveniently  and  quickly — in  a  few 
minutes,  constant  protection  against  germs  assured  by  the  germ- 
killing  sterilizer. 

SfE       *       *    13 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
that  the  articles  would  kill  germs  and  would  sterilize  brushes,  combs,  scissors, 
instruments,  and  all  other  items  implied  by  the  term  "  accessories";  whereas  the 
articles  would  not  kill  germs  or  would  not  sterilize  brushes,  comb,  scissors,  instru- 
ments, or  all  other  items  implied  by  the  term  "accessories." 

The  House  of  Louis  of  North  Andover,  Mass.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  articles 
and  requested  their  release  for  the  purpose  of  removing  them  from  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  act. 

On  March  25,  1960,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  the 
articles  were  released  to  the  claimant  upon  their  removal  from  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

299.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "SOIL  LIFE."     U.S.  v.  240  50- 

pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "SOIL  LIFE."  Release  to  claimant  for 
purpose  of  removing  product  from  under  jurisdiction  of  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     (I.F.   &  R.  No.  335.     I.D.  No.  35826.) 

The  product  "SOIL  LIFE"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product  showed  that  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement 
or  directions  for  use. 

The  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Illinois,  Northern  Di- 
vision, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  Jibel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
240  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "SOIL  LIFE,"  at  Manlius,  111.,  alleging  that 
the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or 
about  July  6  and  July  13,  1959  by  Leo  Gerleman,  from  Mt.  Pleasant,  Iowa  in  vio- 
lation of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
and  the  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage 
of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and 
each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each 
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present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  its  accompanying 
labeling  did  not  contain  directions  for  use  which  are  necessary  and  if  complied 
with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public. 

John  W.  Dabler,  Manlius,  111.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product  and  on  Novem- 
ber 20,  1959,  submitted  an  affidavit  stating  that  (1)  he  would  make  no  further  pub- 
lications claiming  that  "SOIL  LIFE"  was  a  cure  for  Dutch  Elm  disease  and  (2)  he 
would  not  advertise  by  any  means  that  "SOIL  LIFE"  was  an  insecticide  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  It  was 
ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant. 

300.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "MUR-SANI-MASK."  U.S.  v. 
one  drum  containing  25  gallons,  more  or  less,  of  "MUR-SANI-MASK." 
Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R. 
No.  346.     I.D.  No.  36627.) 

The  product,  "MUR-SANI-MASK,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  In- 
secticide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  an  examination  of  the  product 
showed  that  the  label  affixed  to  the  container  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingre- 
dient statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  February  24,  1960,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel,  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confis- 
cation of  one  drum  containing  25  gallons,  more  or  less,  of  "MUR-SANI-MASK," 
at  Downington,  Pa.,  and  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which 
had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  July  20,  1959,  by  Utility  Chemical 
Co.,  from  Paterson,  N.J.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act, 
in  that  the  label  affixed  to  the  container  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredient,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending 
order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

On  March  23,  1960,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 
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N.J.  NO. 
Aerosol,  Insecticide,  DDT,  and 
Allethrin 
National    Chemical    Labora- 
tories, Inc 279 

Better     Homes     Moth-A-Teria 
Better   Homes   Laboratories, 

Inc 290 

Clien-Odor     Miniature     Block- 
ettes  Cedar 

Lien  Chemical  Company 276 

Clien-Odor     Miniature     Block- 
ettes  Odora 

Lien  Chemical  Company 276 

Clien-Odor     Miniature     Block- 
ettes  Pine 

Lien  Chemical  Company 276 

Cloroben 

Lien  Chemical  Company 276 

Concentrated  Super  Kleen 

Super  Kleen,  Inc 296 

Creme-Cote 

James  Varley  &  Sons,  Inc 278 

DDT  Emulsifiable  Concentrate 
Quality    Chemical    Corpora- 
tion        293 

Dorsey's  K-9  Flea  and  Mange 
Killer 

K-9  Products  Co 288 

Easy  Glamur 

Glamur  Products,  Inc 271 

454B  Old  Homestead 

Payton  Products,  Inc 282 

431  Mechanized  Division 

Payton  Products,  Inc 282 

Grand     Quality     Foaming 
Cleanser 
Pal  Products  Manufacturing 

Corp 292 

Griffin's  Golden  Pinol 

Griffin  Bros.  Inc 284 

Griffin's  Lilac  Scent 

Griffin  Bros.  Inc 284 

Griffin's  Pheno-Mint 

Griffin  Bros.  Inc 284 

Griffin's  Pheno-Pine 

Griffin  Bros.  Inc 284 

Insecticide     Plant     Food     Mix 
With    0.4%    Aldrin 

Dorchester  Fertilizer  Co 274 

Institutional  Deo-Clean 

Hel-Mar,  Inc 291 

Interwoven  Sanitary  Socks 
Interwoven     Stocking 

Company 277 


N.J.  NO. 


Lamco     Sanitizer     and 
Deodorizer 
Lamco    Chemical   Company.       289 
Lien  592  Waste  Treatment 

Lien  Chemical  Company. _       276 
Loubert     Professional      Multi- 
Dryer 

House  of  Louis 298 

Mur-Sani-Mask 

Utility  Chemical  Company. _       300 
New  and  Improved  Fluff 

The  Chemex  Co 295 

New  Easy  Glamur  With  Exclu- 
sive    Corobex 

Glamur    Products,    Inc 285 

950  The  Westerner  Horse  and 
Rider 

Payton  Products,  Inc 282 

\}i%  Dieldrin  Granules  *  * 
706010 

Triangle  Chemical  Company.       272 
P/2%  of  B.HC 

Atlas  Agriculture  Chemicals, 

Inc 275 

Pro  Nylon  Combs 

Pro-Phy-Lac-Tic     Brush 

Company 281 

Pyre  none  Non-Toxic  Insecti- 
cide for  Use  in  Food  Proc- 
essing   Plants 

Aerosol  Crop 273 

Sage  Air  Refresher 

Sage  Laboratories,  Inc 297 

Skeeter    Scatter    Indoor    or 
Outdoor  Insect  Repellent 
Candle 

Kindl  Products,  Inc 294 

Soil  Life 

Leo  Gerleman 299 

Speed  Lite  BF-811 

Patek  &  Co 286 

Speed  Lite  Ban 

Patek  &  Co 286 

Speed  Lite  Germatex 

Patek  &  Co 286 

Tobacco  Dust 

Quality    Chemical 

Corporation 293 

Ves-Phene  Germicidal  Detergent 

Vestal,  Inc . 280 

Virac   Aqueous  Solution    1:500 

Ruson  Laboratories,  Inc 287 

Wilbert  Fresh  Pine 

Wilbert  Products  Co.,  Inc___       283 


U.S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING   OFFICE:  I960 


